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M THE COMPTROLLEN GENERAL.

¥ OF THRE UNITED STATES

v WASBMINGTON, D.C. ROGAD
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44 FILE: B-187600 DATE: Jeauary 6, 1977 :.|

MATTER DF; Worldwide Services, Incorporuted '
DIGEBT:

1. Bid which{contains prices in vnit price column which are
, apparently intended as extended prices is responsive and
' subject to correction since bid evidences bidder's ccra-

‘ mitment to furnish all iteme and intended unit prices are
determinable from bid ituelf,

‘ 2. Where bid contains both total lot price and component

' prices thereof, apparent error-in adding component .
prices is correctable since bidder would be low regard- -
leas of whether,tital bid price for lot or sum of bid
prices.for each it>m in Jot grverns and since bidder
adequately verified intended bid price,

7 -‘Worldwide Dervices, Incorporated, protests the proposed action
| by the Departinent of the Army to weive the fuflure by the second
t low bidder to ingexrt unit prices in its bid and to permis correction
: of an apparent clei el error on the face of that bid urider invitation
for bids (I¥F'B)iNci- DABT31-76-B-0113, issued by the Procurement
Division; ‘Fort Leonard Wood, Missouri, for the supply of food
servics cook services at that activity in accordance with detalled
specifications set out in the IF'H. '
.. The low bidder under, tnat' procurement, Webster Contractors,
-Incorporated, was permitted to withdraw its bid after it was deter-
mined that {!.ere was clear and convincing evidence of a mistake
in its bid, but not of the inténded bid price. Accordiigly, Tombs
and Sons, Incorporajed (Tombs), the second low bidder, becurne
eligible for award, thereby precipitating this protest by the third
low bidder, Worldwide Services, Incorporated,
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4 . The schedule of the IFB wag-1ivided; i};to a total of six lots,
. each' ot being compris<d of a v/ ~ving number of individual line
: items broken dowr. into "work days'’ and/or "non-wcrk days' for
' ‘s designated building., Next to each of these iters were columns

: reading, from ieft to right, !juantity, "unlt", "unit price" .and

"EST. amount", -Pre-ingerted by the Governnient in the quantity
column was the eatimated number of worlr.dar‘(a and non~-workdays
for the various iterns, while the word ''days” was pre-inserted in
the column entitled "unit', The "unit price' and '"EST. amount'

“~

: ?"In('.




B-187800

columns wara left blank so that bidders could quote a unit price,
and compute the total estimated amount by mvltiplying their sub-
taitted unit trricu by the pre-inserted number of days set forth
in the quantity column,

Tombs ingerted pricea in the unit price column for each itern
., and a sum in the u.nount column for each lot beside the bottom line
of each lot readiriy “'Total Lot but did not insert any figure for
individual items in the "amount' column. The sum of the insertions
in the unit price column for each itern in the lot, with the exception
of Lot #5, equalled the figure inserted in"the amount column for
each lot. The inserted to tals for each of the six lots added up
to Tombs' total bid price of $2, 838, 760, 40, With regard to Lr*
#5, the individual line in'sertions totaled $240, 946, 85, while . .mbs
ingerted $248, 946, 95 28’ itr total for the lot.

The Army administr atively determined that the figures mnerted
in the unit ,:rice ‘columyn; were amount prices, rather than unit prices
for euch item, with the obvious consequence that Tombhs had failed
to insert unit -prices for the degigr.oted line items, and that Tombs
had erroneously added the amounts inserted in ity bid for Lot #5,
so that a correction of that lot price to $240, 544, 85, and a $6, 000
reduction in Tombs total ; rice conatituted a correct expreseion
of the intended bid price.

Y “In responae to the Army 8 subsequent request for bid
verification, Tombs submitted a revised bid form showing the

unit ‘price breakdown for the previously submitted total prices ulong
‘'with {ts notarized original workshee’s in whick tlie $8, 000 error

in addition for Lot #b was also reflected. Tombs cornfirmed the

$6, 000 error for Lot #5, and advised tliat its intended total con-
tract price was $2, 832, 760. 40,

The principal nrgument of the protester's counsel is that Tombl'
-bid must be rejectud as nonreaponsive. -.Cournsel states that the
figures inserted by Tombs in the unit price column were so “arge
that they clearly were nct intended as unit prices, and ::ontends
that submission of unit prices is absolutely ez uential to the proper
‘ eveluation of prices and contract award since tk . ":5*it ‘prices, not
A the total estimated amount, determine the actual price . the
', contract * * *, "' Counsel cites B-159602, July 21, 1966 as authority
for the proposition that Tombs' bid musg. be deemed nonresponsive
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for tal.lure to Jnclude a material -lomunt. and offers our decision
Garamond Pridsimirk Fress, B-182864, Febrisry 21, 1975, 75-1

, af an analogous case {n which this Office concurred that
the faﬂw-e of a biddey to offer unit pricez rendered a bid non-
relpon...ive. Counue’ alsoc relies on 38 Comp. Gen. 819 (1859);
"A,C. Ball Com )¢ B-185034. April 13, 1578, 78~1 CPD 248; and
Ahar cases for %e general proposition that a bid which is ml.tially
nonrespousive way not be made responsive througl the bid correc-
tion procedures applicable to mistakes in bids, even though correc-
tion of the alleged errors may result in uvingl to the Government,

Counsel argues. in the alternative that should Tombs' bid be
determined, respousive, it may not bis corrected purauant to the
mistake in bid procsadures of Armed Serviceu Procurement Regu-
1ation (ASPR) § 2-408 (1075 ed. ) because the steps necessary for
coriection {n t! in insiance--reduction)of the total for Lot'#5 and
the total bid price by $6, 000, shifting. ihe amounts appearlng
initixily in the unit price ‘column to the! amount column, and come
‘puting unit’'prices by dividing those amounts. by the number of
units~-aze much too complex to be accommodated by th2 mistake
in bid procedures, It is further argued that correcti~a inay not
be made because Tombs' working papers do not support the
npparent error!.

We agree wlth the Arm,,r that: Tombs' bid is relponsive and that
it n’hy be .corrected pursuant to ASPR §2-408.2. We huve held that
. the omission of unit prices will not render a bid nonreaponsive when
" the low bid | can ‘be evaluated on a- buil ‘eCmimon-to all’ bids, and
that the omiu!.on of unit prices under such circumstances consti-
tutes a minor informality or 1rregularity that may be waived or
cured unf.lar ASPR §2-405. Includéd in‘sich cifcuinstances are
cases where om'tted unit prices may properly be agcertained by
dividing submitted totsal: griceu by the number of units ‘showi. in the
bidding. documents. 6425, October 18, :1972;-see also’Wholesale

Tool Compan Imc.. B-182445, Apri15, 1975, 75-1CPD 298,
ﬁ?ﬁiermore. we have held that a bid’stating a*monthly price for

" estimated | square footage to be-serviced instead of a unii' price
based upoti square footage is correctable under; ASPR § 2-406, 2
[u s/clerical mistake apparent on the face of the bid since the
'sorréct unit price is determinable from the face of the bid by
division of the inserted monthly price by the estimated square {eet
mted in the ‘bid. and since no other unit figure could be computed
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from the IFB's bi formula. Atlantic Maintenance C
t4 Comp, Gen. 686, 890 (1975), 75-T CPD mw.:-ﬁ.. -
témr concedes that the prices Tombs inserted in the unit price
column were not intended to be unit prices, and we think it is
nppnrout thet they were actually {ntended as amount prices, so
that the intended unit prices are determinable from the bid itself
::hy dgiadmg the inserted prices by the number of days specified in
e

The cases cited by the protester are cleurly inapplicable lo
these circumstances, For example, B-150692, supra involved a
bid which was held to be nonresponi.ive, not for hﬁure to. specify
a unit price, but for the mistake.; ingertion of rates in the bid form
in excess of the maximum rates permitted by the bid documents,
while in Garamond Pridemark. Preéss. su th2 omission of _unit
prices :zestil'i ed In the absence of any price whatsoever for two items
in the golicitation, mo that the bidder, upon acceptaince of the bid,
would not have been obligated to furnish the listed siipplies. Here,
of course, Tombs inserted a price for.sach itera in the schedile
and clearly obugnted itself to furnish all the services set out in
the schedule,

With regard to the error'in Lot '#5, the proteater contende %.at
it is virtually 1mpossib"e to calculate the amounts which shouid
uppear in the estimated amount column bécause in the food seivices
industry it is common practice for a bidder to determine a total
price for a lot and then "back into' the uhnit prices to be sliown:"”
on the schedul:, Thus,.according to.the proiester, the $246, 946. 85

total figure for lot #5 should be regarded as the intendéd 1ot price,
thereby precluding any determination of the intended amounts for

each line item of the lot or of the unit price for each such line item,

In this case, Tombs would be the low hidder regardlen of

‘whether the total lot price or the sum of the individual-item

prices in the lot were to govern. Thus, it was approprisate for
the contractisg officer to permit Tombs to-subinit worksheets

to verify its intended bid. Unlike the: situatién in the cage cited by
the protester (Dynetérie,: Inc. (recomldcration). B-18432], July
14, .978, 76~2 “desp € protester's assertion to the
contrary, and notwltlutanding the practicca of the food scivices
industry, the worksheets support Tombs'assertion that it/intended
to bic $240, 946. 86 for Lot #5 and did not do so solely becruse of
a clerical error in addition,
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Under these cirecumstances, we belleve the contracting officer

rly determined that Tomnbs' bid wai correctable under the
ma.blo regulations and the protest is therefcre denied.

Daputy Colnpi:’r‘:::ne’:s éznerhl
of the Un'.ed States
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